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other respects, is inoperative as a conveyance. Allen v. Winthrow, no U. S. 
119; Clark v. Butts, 73 Minn. 361, 76 N. W. 199; Lund v. Thackery et ol., 
18 S. D. 113, 99 N. W. 856. If the blank is subsequently filled by one having 
authority to fill it the instrument becomes valid. That such authority can be 
given only by an instrument of as high a character as the deed see Upton 
v. Archer, 41 Cal. 85, 10 Am. Rep. 266 and note; Mickey v. Barton, 194 111. 
446, 62 N. E. 802; Ingram v. Little, 14 Ga. 173, 58 Am. Dec. 549; Lund v. 
Thackery, 18 S. D. 113. In many recent decisions it is held that parol author- 
ity to insert the grantee's name is sufficient. McCleery v. Wakefield, 76 la. 
529, 2 L,. R. A. 529; Bank v. Fleming, 63 Kan. 139, 65 Pac. 213; Thummel v. 
Holden, 149 Mo. 677, 51 S. W. 404; Lafferty v. Lafferty, 42 W. Va. 783, 
26 S. E. 262; Cribben v. Deal, 21 Ore. 211. The principal case goes a step 
farther and holds that such authority may be implied from the mere delivery 
of the deed. This decision would seem to find support in the previous hold- 
ings of the Iowa Court. Hall v. Kary, 133 la. 465, no N. W. 930; Creveling 
v. Banla, 138 la. 47, 115 N. W. 598; and possibly in the following cases, 
Van Etta v. Evenson, 28 Wis. a, 9 Am. Rep. 486; Burk v. lohnson, 
146 Fed. 209. 

Equity — Injunction to Restrain Cutting of Timber — Policy of State. 
— Petitioners claim title to certain lands in Georgia containing pine woods 
valuable for timber and turpentine. Under a fraudulent conveyance defend- 
and had boxed trees, taken turpentine, and threatened to cut trees. Peti- 
tioners sought an injunction to restrain the acts of the defendant. Held, 
the turpentine industry is so important to the State of Georgia, and the 
remedy in damages is of such doubtful adequacy, that a court of equity may 
properly intervene. Graves v. Ashburn (1909), 30 Sup. Ct. 108. 

The Circuit Court (149 Fed. 968, 79 C. C. A. 478) denied an injunction 
in this case on the ground that there was an adequate remedy at law, as the 
trees were merely forest trees, the value of which could be easily estimated, 
and as the insolvency of the defendant was not shown. This view presents 
the conservative policy that several of the courts still cling to. Carney v. 
Hadley, 32 Fla. 344, 22 L. R. A. 233 ; Gause v. Perkins, 56 N. C. (3 Jones Eq.) 
177, 69 Am. Dec. 728 ; Lazzell v. Garlow, 44 W. Va. 466, 30 S. E. 171 ; Thomas 
v. James, 32 Ala. 723. But the modern tendency is to extend the equitable 
relief to cases of the cutting of mere forest trees, if such timber constitutes 
the principal value of the land. 2 Beach, Modern Eq. Jur., §720; King v. 
Stewart, 84 Fed. 546 ; Buskirk v. King, 72 Fed. 22. The cutting of timber has 
been classed with the extracting of ores from a mine, or the removal of 
coal, as an act going to the destruction of the substance of the estate. 
Erhardt v. Boaro, 113 U. S. 527, 28 L. Ed. 11 16, 5 Sup. Ct. 560. An added 
element to be considered in the granting of such an injunction as presented 
by the principal case, is the importance of the particular industry to the 
state. 

Federal Procedure— Removal of Causes — Fraudulent Joinder. — The 
plaintiff brought this action in the state court of Kentucky against the Illinois 



